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1 
2 AFFIDAVIT 
J 
4' OF 
5 
6 THOMAS R. FREEBERG 
9 
8 Checklist laem #'I -- interconnection 
9 

'to 
3 4 Thomas R. Freeberg certifies as follows: 

?2 My name is Thomas R. Freeberg. My business address is Room 100, 301 W. 

13 85th St., Richfield, Minnesota. I am a Director in Wholesale Markets for Qwest 

45 a. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY. 

"I6 Checklist Item No. I requires Qwest to make interconnection available to 

"1 ccsrmpetitiv@ iocal exchange carriers ("CLECs") at any technically feasible point on its 

1Q network in a nondiscriminatory manner. 

?9 The South Dakota Utilities Commission has approved 34 interconnection 

213 agreements between Qwest and CLECs in South Dakota, and 31 interconnection 

21 agr@ern@nts are pending approval. 

22 Qwest offers interconnection to ail competitors pursuant to its Statement of 

23 Qarreraiiy Available Terms and Conditions ("SGAT") filed in South Dakota on November 

24 22, 2000, and as amended this month in response to the seven-state collaborative 

7 - Professional experience, education and other biographical information is set forth 
in Exhibit TRF-INTER-1. 
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As of August 27, 2001, CLECs had more than 7,000 interconnection trunks in 

ser~ice. 117 August 2001, Qwest exchanged more than 53 million minutes of local calls 

with CbECs over the local interconnection trunks. The volume of local trafic exchanged 

with CLECs continues to grow. CLECs project increases in the number of 

ififercannection trunks in South Dakota. During the past 12 months, the number of 

inlercannection trunks in sen1ice in South Dakota grew by 53%. 

Qwest has made available several arrangements .to accomplish interconnection 

of rretworks, including (I) a Qwest-provided facility; (2) physical or virtual collocation 

associated with a CLEC-provided facility; (3) mid-span meet point of interface ("POI") 

facilities; (4) and other technically feasible methods of interconnection including, among 

othar things, single point local interconnection at Access or toll tandem switches. 

Qwest provides for exchange sf many types of traffic at the six feasible points of 

intsrccrnnection identified by the Commission: the line-side of a local switch, the trunk- 

side of a local switch, the trunk interconnection points for a tandem switch, central office 

crsss-connection points, signal transfer points, and points of access to unbundled 

network elements. This affidavit focuses on trunk-side interconnection at tandem and 

end office switches, 

To ensure nondiscrimination, Qwest provisions interconnection trunks with the 

same equipment, Interfaces, technical criteria, and sewice standards as Qwest's "retail" 

trunks between pairs of its own switches. Retail trunks may also carry the calls of a 

CLEC's subscriber. 
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I Qwest is measuring its performance against performance indicator definitions 

2 ("PIDsnY developed in coliaborative workshops before the Regional Oversight 

3 Committee ("ROC") and the Arizona Corporation Commission. The performance data 

4. during the past six months show that Qwest is meeting CLECs' demand for 

5 interconnection at the required level of quality. In March-August 2001, Qwest met 100% 

of its installation commitments to CLECs for intercon~~ection trunks. The average 

installation intervals for wholesale trunks were lor?ger than the intervals for Qwest's retail 

trunks2, but the difference was the result of specific CLEC requests for intervals longer 

than the standard. Blockage on local interconnection trunks was 0% in every month 

except one and was, on average, far below the performance benchmark of 1%. The 

trowbie report rate was non-discriminatory 0.07% for both wholesale and retail trunks in 

August. Qwest cleared 780h of CLEC trouble reports within four hours, and again, a 

non-discriminatory record. 

CLECs in Soutl~ Dakota have, and will continue to have, aGcess to the 

fundamental prerequisite of local exchange competition - the ability to readily send their 

retail customers' local calls to, and receive local calls from, retail customers of the 

incumbent carrier. As a result, the Commission should find that Qwest has satisfied the 

requirements of Checklist Item No. 1 for interconnection. 

2 The PIDs are attached to the Affidavit of Michael G. Williams as Exhibit MGW- 
PERF-6. 

3 Per ROC Performance Measurement definitions, Qwest's "retail trunks" are, in 
this case, those trunks that Qwest has arranged between itself and an 
Interexchange Carrier. 
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1 Ti. QWEST HAS COMPhlED WITH THE ACT'S INTERC;BNNECTIBN 
2 REQldlREMENTS. 

3 A, Qwest Was A Concrete Legal Obligation To Provide Interconnection 
4 To Cornpatitors fn South Dakota. 

5 "Tie Tr;iemrnmunications Act of 1996 ("the Act") requires incumbent local 

8 exshange carriers, including Qwest, to provide CLECs with interconnection (1) "at any 

P lashrricafly feasible: point within the carriers network"; (2) "that is at least equal in quality 

8 to blmt provided by the local exchange carrier to itself'; and (3) "on rates terms and 

8 conditions that are just, reasonable and n~ndiscrirninatory."~ 

?Q The FCC has defined "interconnection" as "the linking of two networks for the 

1 3  mutual exchange of The traffic exchanged is local, toll, and a variety of 

42 spe~iniized tt-afic, including directory assistance, operator services, and 91 1 

13 The FCC has found that interconnection is "technically feasible" at the following 

44 paints: the iine-side of a local switch, the trunk-side of a local switch, the trunk 

t 5 inlarcannection points for a tandem switch, central office cross-connection points, signal 

I B  trartsfsr points, and points 04 access to unbundled network elements." 

? a  Qwest is obiigated to provide interconnection to CLECs in South Dakota 

$8 purskjant !a t t~e  SGAT flied on November 22,2000, and as amended now in response to 

19 the oritcomes of collaborative workshops hosted by eleven state Commissions. Section 

20 7-6 of the SGAT describes Qwest's obligation to interconnect with CLEC networks for 
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the purpose of exchanging local switched traffic.' To the extent CLECs have 

interconnection agreements that differ from the current SGAT, they may incorporate 

terms of the SGAT into their agreements upon request to Qwest. 

Section 7.1.2 of the SGAT specifies the types of in~terconnection Qwest has 

agreed to provide. They are: (I) a DS1 or DS3 entrance facility provided by Qwest; (2) 

physical or virtual collocation associated with a CLEC-provided facility; (3) negotiated 

mid-span meet facilities; and (4) other technically feasible methods of interconnection. 

An entrance facility is a Qwest-provided transport system from the CLEC's 

central oftlce or other chosen POI to the nearest Qwest wire center, often referred to as 

the Qwest "serving wire center." Qwest's private line transport service is also available 

as an alternative to a separate local entrance facility for a CLEC that uses a private line 

OF special access facility for non-tocal services.%n illustration of an entrance facility 

interconnection arrangement is set forth below. 

1 See Exhibit TRF-INTER-1, SGAT § 7 

8 .- SGAT 5 7.1.2.1 
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Entrance Facility Interconnection Arrangement 

Point of 
Interconnection 

Qwest 
Entrance 

2 In a colllzcation-based interconnection arrangement, the CLEC typically provides 

3 transport from its switch to its collocated equipment."he testimony of Margaret 

4 Burngarner describes in detail the various collocation arrangements that Qwest 

5 provides. 
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Celloeation Intercannecti~on Arrangement 

Point of 
lnterconnlection 

Point of 
lnterconnlection 

/' 

4 

2 ka & @1ix$-%pa94: IMQBE int~rcannectian arrangement, Qwest and a CLEC extend 

zd+%a%$pssf tss;,rr'i their rsapective networks to a negotiated point.2 Included below is an 

4 dau%kratl~t~ a! w mibRspan maet int%rcot.~ne~tion arrangement. 
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Mid-Span Meet Interconnection Arrangement 

Point of 
interconnection 

Qwest CLEC 

2 In a mid-span meet arrangement, the parties establish technical interface 

3 spe.f;ifia?tians for the successful exchange of traffic. The parties negotiate the physical 

4 PO1 ar~d the facilities to be used, subject to the limits of technical feasibility and 

S oegroitabls sharing of costs, In a mid-span meet, each party typically owns and operates 

8 its syviprngnt orr its side of the POI." 

7 CkECs rnay designate a mid-span fiber meet as the target architecture, except 

$3 when it is not technically feasible or when the parties disagree on midpoint location. In 

9 this case/, tho CLEC is responsible for providing, at its location, a fiber optic terminal 

90 (''FOT"), muitiptexing, and fiber required to terminate the optical signal provided by 
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1 Qwest. Qwest is responsible for providing corresponding FOT(s), multiplexing, and 

2 fiber required to terminate the optical signal provided by the CLEC." 

3 At their own expense, Qwest and the CLEC procure, install, and maintain the 

4 FOT(s) with capacity sufficient to provision and maintain all trunk groups. The parties 

5 negotiate the capacity of the FOT(s) based on equivalent DSls and DS3s necessary for 

B transport of forecasted local interconnection trwnkir~g.~ 

"7 Qwest provides interconnection at any feasible point on its network. Some 

8 CLECs wish to limit the number of points to one in each LATA. Qwest permits those 

9 CtECs to arrange direct and common transport to carry calls from a single POI to a 

40 Qwest wire center. in a distant local calling area.'4 Alternatively, the CLEC may 

'1"9construct, or purchase from a third party, a facility from its switch into the next Qwest 

12 Zncal cslling area it wishes to serve.'5 Qwest's approach to single POI per LATA 

73 intsrcannectian is very similar to that offered by Veriron and SBC in the states where 

"1 checklist satisfaction has been demonstrated by those ILECs. An illustration of this type 

5 of interconnection is set forth below. 

SGAT § 7.1 2.3.2 

';t SGAT 5 7.1.2.3.3 

QwesP does nut provide facilities across LATA boundaries. 

!.r SGATg7.1.2. 
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interconnection via a Single Point sf interface 

Local Calling Area 1 \ I 
--..Is--- --------.- 

Point of Local Calltng Area 2 
Irrterconnection 

Entrance 
Facility 

2 Upon request, Qwest provides interconnection at an access tandem switch. An 

3 access tandem is a switch that, prior to the Act, carried only toll calls that a retail 

4 customer placed by dialing a "1" as the first digit and for which the retail customer paid a 

5 usage sensitive charge. Local calls, which did not involve dialing a "1" as the first digit 

6 and typically were not subject to per minute charges, were not routed via the access 

7 tandem switch. When a CLEC has existing trr~nks connecting its network to a Qwest 

8 access tandem switch for purposes of transporting interLATA calls. Qwest permits use 

9 ~f those connections to exchange local calls provided that the existing trunk groups 

10 have sufficient capacity to carry !ocal calls." An illustration of this type of 

1 'I interconnection is set forth below, 

SGAT $5 4.1 .I .2; 7.2.2.9.6 
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Interconnection to an Access f andern Switch 

Tandem 
Switched 
f ranswort 

Point of 
Interconnection 

\ 

Entrance 

2 Qwest satisfies any other requests for interconnection through the Bona Fide 

3 Request ("BFR") process. This process allows CLECs to request unique 

4 intarconnection arrangements or modifications to existing interconnection 

5 arrangements. Qwest analyzes the technical feasibility of each BFR and prepares a 

6 preliminary report for the requesting carrier within 30 days. if the request is technically 

7 feasible and the CLEC authorizes further development. Qwest will negotiate a schedule 

8 for arriving at price and implementation terms (which generally will not extend beyond 

9 90 days from Qwest's receipt of the request). To date, Qwest has not received BFRs 

qO for interconnection trunking in South Dakota. 
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4 B. Qwest Is Fulfilling Significant CbEC Demand For Interconnection. 

2 Currently, Qwest provides interconnection trunkiny to 6 facilities-based CLECs in 

3 South Dakota. As of September 1, 2001, CLECs had 7,049 interconnection trunks in 

4 service in South Dakota. Of those, 4,990 connected CLEC end offices with Qwest end 

5 offlcrts, and 2,059 connected CLEC end offices with Qwest tandem offices. Ninety-four 

6 percent of the interconnection trunks (6,600) were two-way trunks. Listed below are the 

7 types and number of trunks in service. 

Trunk Type Trunks in Senrice 

E911 
Local 

Operator 
Toll 

Toaa I 
8 

9 In August 2001, a typical recent month, Qwest exchanged more than 53 million 

IZU minutes of local calls with CLECs over interconnection trunks. The volume of local 

13 traffic exchanged with CLECs continues to grow. 

12 c&&Cs project large increases in the number of interconnection trunks in South 
13 Dakota. In the past 12 months, the number of interconnection trunks in 
14 sewice grew by 53%. The graph that folllsws shows the growth sf South 
3 5 Dakote LlS Trunks between August 209 and August 2091. 
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Soirth 1)nkata In Ssrvicc I,IS Trunks Q u n r l ~ r l y  

May-Ol dug-01 

C, QWBSE is Prowi~ianing, Maintaining, And Repairing Interconnection 
Trunks In Accordancs With The RQCqs Pedormance Measures. 

T h e  ROC, after extensive workshop input from CLECs and Qwest, adopted 

sfz~cific P1Ds to rneaswro Qwest's success in providing interconnection to CLECs. The 

P!Ds ceitbrate trzlnk provisioning, network blocking, and trunk repair. Each month, 

Qwast ealiecls and r'sparts detailed performance results for each PID. 

The ROC yenorally decided to use a "parity" standard rather than a benchmark 

standard f ~ r  each of the interconnection performance measurements. Below I describe 

;zach -if ths  aroas far whicth the ROC developed PIDs and discuss Qwest's performance 

-? r ~,wI_C_1..pr__".-_3--------. 

.en " She Ex. TRF-INTER-2, Performance Data 
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1 The Liberty Consulting Group (Liberty) conducted a thorough audit of Qwest's 

2 performance results. For each PID, Liberty: 

3 (1) examined Qwest's data collection systems to ensure that Qwest was 

4 accurately capturing, calculating, and reporting performance results; 

5 (2) conducted an end-to-end analysis of sample data sets to verify that the 

6 data collection systems worked as designed; and 

7 (3) independently calculated certain performance results ta corroborate 

8 Qwest's results. 

9 In its final report, issued on September 25, 2001, Liberty concluded that, "The 

audited performance measures accurately and reliably report actual Owest 

performance." 

1. Trunk Provisioning. 

Immediately following passage of the Telecom Act, rather than develop an 

entirely new set of forms, systems and practices, Qvllest used the very fzmiliar process 

for ordering Exchange Access as a model for the interconnection ordering process. 

Since 1984, the Exchange Access ordering process has allowed an interexchange 

carrier to originate and terminate its subscriber's long distance calls. By using this 

model, Qwest contributed to the establishment of more interconnection trunks sooner 

than would have been possible if an entirely new approach had been devised. 

Nomenclature and business practices were familiar to the employees of many CLECs 

and Qwest. The most rrotable differences between local interconnection services and 
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'l interexchange carrier access services were the lower TELRIC-based prices of the local 

2 interconnection rate elements. 

3 CLECs order local interconnection trunks with a wtell known form called an 

4 Access Service Request ("ASR"),'e which was created by the Ordering and Billing 

5 Forum of the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry S~lutions. Instructions for use of 

6 this form are provided on Qwest's website and in the publicliy available Access Service 

7' Ordering Guidelines. Examples of industry-defined order entry data are Network 

8 Channel and Network Channel Interface codes. These codes specify the 

9 characteristics of the circuit at its connecting points. 

10 Before submitting its first order, CLEC representatives typically meet with a 

?I Qwest account manager to plan the proposed trunking interconnection. The CLEC 

12 provides its best estimate of the traffic distribution to each Qwest end office and tandem 

13 ofice. The parties agree upon configuration and due dates for the initial interconnection 

14, ordersB After the initial order, Qwest routinely accepts orders without a meeting. 

15 Although Qwest accepts paper orders by mail or facsimile, most carriers submit 

16 their orders via an electronic system called EXACT, which existed prior to the passage 

1'7' of the Act, 

18 When ordering trunks, a CLEC specifies requirements on the ASR." For 

29 example, a CLEC specifies the number of interconnection facilities to terminate at the 

$GAT 5 7.4.1 

SGAT €j 7.4.4 

8 SGAT 5 7.4.1 
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POI, the type of interoffice transport, (i.e.. Direct Trunked Transport or Tandem Routed 

Transport), the geographic identities of the switches at either end of the trunk group; 

end any optional features. When a CLEC requests facilities, routing, or optional 

features different than those determined to be available, the parties work cooperatively 

to determine an acceptable configuration." The parties design interconnection facilities 

in accordance with current industry s tanda~ds.~ 

Qwest has invested considerabie resource and energy into constructing the 

currant level of interconnection. Qwest centers that fulfill interconnection service orders 

are staffed with trained personnel who have fulfilled CLEC demand for interconnection 

for several years. To assist new CLECs with ordering and obtaining interconnection. 

Qwest offers training and facility tours. Qwest's account team members frequently 

interact with CLEC representatives to discuss specific requirements. 

The ROC requires Qwest to measure certain aspects of the trunk provisioning 

process. Among other things, Qwest tracks the percentage of time it installs a trunk on 

or before the due date ("commitments met") and the average installation interval." For 

both of these indicators, Qwest also collects data for its own interoffice trunks for 

comparison. I will discuss the data from the most recent six months for which data is 

auai!able, from March through August 2001. 

a. {cf, 

SGAT 5 7',2.2.9.1 

See TRF-INTER-2 at 1,OP-3, OP-4 
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i "i*hr; performance data show that Qwest has installed trunks fsr CLECs in 

2 timeframr;s and at percentages that are similar to comparable retail performance. Qwest 

3 met 'lIl;c3B!~ of its installation corrlrnitments to CLECsO2" The CZLEC average installation 

4 icte~ral was 42 days, Although that was longer than the average retailE interval of 19 

5 day$, by inspection of the ordors, I verified that the intervals were the result of CLEC- 

8 sp@@;rR~ roquesls for intervals longer than the ~ t a n d a r d . ~  

7 Igverali, installati~n quality was very good - 88% of new trunks were installed 

$5 withaoat a CLEC filing a trouble report. 

9 2. Trsasak Forecasting and Blockage. 

10 Sectlan 7,2,2.8 cyf the SGAT defines the parties' responsibilities regarding 

3 1 irstsrcannectisn forecasting, including: forms and format, required information, forecast 

4 ' 2  cyde, joint planning meetings, Qwest's Trunk Group Servicing Request ("TGSR'') 

13 pt~gt@s~ ,  and trurrk group resizing guidelines. 

3& CLECs and Qwest share estimates of the future size of each trunk group. 

75 Wqquiremsnts are typically projected for a two-year period. These forecasts aid the 

16 psrties in identifying the best available interconnection options and constructing 

1'7 il.rventav in ~ltnticipation of orders, 

;"$ id, ,  063-3 

lnterexchange Carrier Feature Group D Access Trunking. 

"fRF.INTERU2at1,QF)-4 

f computed averages by adding the numerators for March through August and 
dividjng them by the sum of the denominators for those months. TRF-INTER-2 
at 1, OP-5 
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Trunk groups are sized to operate at service objectives. The performance metric 

for assessing trunk group service performance is call blockage. "Blockage" is defined 

$35 attempted calls that cannot be further advanced toward the call destination due to 

equipment shortage or network failure. 

Tmnking theory assumes that not all customers will seek to use the network at 

the same time. If Qwest were to design its network so that no call was ever blocked, a 

separate path would be needed between each telephone in the network. For networks 

aC more than a few telephones, this would be cost prohibitive. 'The solution is to provide 

switches and fewer paths (trunks between switches) that many telephones can access 

at wilI. This creates a probability that some calls will be blocked. Qwest's network is 

bas& upQn the application of these longstanding principles. 

Qwest satisfies the service-blocking objective for interconnection trunkiny and for 

its embedded truriking by providing facilities and equipment in sufficient quantities to 

connect ttre number af people who might, under busy-hour conditions, 28 simultaneously 

attsrt-~pl t~ pass calls b e t w e ~ n  networks. One-percent blocking on final routes is a 

design that achieves an industry-accepted balance between caller expectation and 

ec~ncsmic affisienc;y. Day-to-day variations in the level of busy hour traffic can cause 

anomalous blocking of service beyond the design criterion. To the extent unexpected 

trunk blockage occurs, either party may initiate a request for additional trunks, 

B "Busy hour" is the sixty minute interval that on each day during a one month 
periad carries the heaviest traffic load. 
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I Qwest has generally considered blocking on local trunk groups below a one- 

2 percent threshold to be incidental. A CLEC may choose another threshold and build 

3 interconnectjon trunks with Qwest to accommodate its desired design. Primary or high- 

4 use (nan-final) trunk groups are designed to block at higher rates since overflow calls 

5 are not blocked, but are handled by alternate-final groups. 

6 Di re~ t  traffic involves two switches and a single path. Tandem-switched traffic 

7 involves at least three switches and two paths. The tandern-switched route is generally 

8 more costly; therefore, the direct route is typically favored when a trunk group requires 

9 24 members or more. Most often, a CLEC requests a combination of direct and 

10 tandem-switched trunks. The proper mix of end office switching and tandem switching 

11 is important to ensure the n?ost efficient and cost effective trunking between the two 

13 Direct trunks to Qwest end offices are required as the traffic between a Qwest 
I 

*, 
b 
!. 14 end office and a CLEC end ofice exceeds the busy hour equivalent of approximately 
[ 
s 
i- 5 one DSt (i,e., 24 voice grade trunks or approximately 512 CCS). Thus, to ensure 
i 
I 
i 
i 76 efficient network engineering on both Qwest's and interconnecting carriers' networks, 
1 

'f7 the SGAT requires that, "where there is a DSl 's worth of traffic (512 CCS) between the 

18 originating Party's End Office Switch delivered to the other Party's tandem switch for 

49 delivery to one of the other Party's End Office Switches, the originating Party will order a 
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CZwest actively monitors interconnection traffic in South Dakota. Qwest service 

assurance employees routinely collect traffic data on all interconnection trunk groups. 

The traffic data is analyzed in monthly reports that are shared with CiECs to identify 

trunk group blocking beyond incidental  level^.^ 

If the monthly reports show excessive blocking for any two-way interconnection 

tnlnk group, Qwest issues a TGSR advising the CLEC of the need to provision 

additional trunks. In response to the TGSR, the CLEC may review its traffic data and 

determine whether it believes augmentation is appr~pr iate.~ 

9 The TGSR process is not new. Qwest uses the TGSR process internally and for 

10 CLEC, Inter-Exchange Carrier, Independent Local Exchange Carrier, and Wireless 

5 4 intercolmection trunk groups. This process allows interconnected carriers to minimize 

12 blocking. 

13 The ROC concluded that blockage less than or equal to 1% is always 

14 acceptable. The ROC also determined that, if blockage exceeds I%, the blockage on 

15 interconnection trunks must be the same or better than on Qwest's own interoffice 

16 trunks,% The defined "acceptable" level of blockage on both direct trunks and tandem 

97 trunks is the result of exhaustive traffic studies, probability theory, technological 

"1 advaan~es, and the use of economic models. 

Z2 SGAT $ 7.2.2.9.1 -1 

3' SGAT 3 7.2.2.8.1 1 

32 See Ex. TKF-INTER-2 at 7-8, NI-l 
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Blockage is measured on (1) on interconnection local final trunk groups that 

connect CLEC end offices with Qwest tandems, and (2) on interconnection local final 

trunk groups that directly connect CLEC end offices with Qwest end offices. To ensure 

interconnection equal in quality to its own connections, Qvlrest also measures blocking 

un comparable retail trunks. 

Two of the ROC's performance measures exclude from the total blockage figure 

any blockage on trunks for which Qwest issued a timely TGSR. This weeds out 

btockage caused by a CLEC failing to place an order for more trunks for whatever 

Qwest's performance in controlling blockage has been outstanding. In March- 

August 2001, average the trunk blockage on CLEC interconnection to Qwest tandem 

offices in South Dakota was O.2O0h, with no blockage whatsoever in the last four 

months,% Trunk blockage on CLEC interconnection to Qwest end offices averaged 

0.12%.% These results are far below the ROC's 1% benchmark. 

3. Trunk Maintenance and Repair. 

After interconnection trunks have been installed, Qwest and CLECs participate in 

pariodic joint planning meetings to establish trunk re-design and servicing requirements. 

The parties provide forecast information to each other to ensure reliable call completion. 

$2 Per ROC Performance Measurement definitions, "retail trunks" here refer to final 
trunk groups carrying local calls between pairs of Qwest switches. 
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1 The ROC adapted specific performance measures for maintenance and repair of 

2 interconnection trunks. These include the overall trouble report rate, the percentage of 

3. trouble reports cleared within four hours, and the mean time to restore ~ e r v i c e . ~  

4 Qwest has achieved great success in maintaining and repairing interconnection 

5 trunks. The rate of CLEC trouble reports for interconnection trunks has been very low, 

(15 with an average of 0.06%.35 Qwest cleared 78% of those trouble reports within four 

7 h o ~ r s , ~  The mean time to restore service was comparable for wholesale and retail 

8 tninks, These results show that Qwest has provided interconnection trunking on a 

9 nondiscriminatory basis, 

l a  I ,  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

'I I Qwest has satisfied each of the requirements of the Act with regard to 

Interconnection. Qwest has a concrete and specific legal obligation to continue to 

provide interconnection under the SGAT and interconnection agreements between 

Qwest and CLECs in South Dakota. Checklist Item 1 is also satisfied by the specific 

procedures Qwest employs to implement interconnection with CLECs. Qwest has 

fulfilled considerable CLEC demand for interconnection across the state. Qwest's 

trained personnel are well prepared to meet future demand for interconnection. 

The procedures Qwest has in place for establishing and expanding 

Int~rconnectiwn to CLECs ensure that the requirements of the Act have been, and will 

- -. . 

Sae TRF-INTER-2 at 4, MR-5, MR-6, MR-8 

Id, at 4, MR-8 
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1 continue to be, satisfied in South Dakota. The performance data show that Qwest 

2 provisions interconnection trunks to CLECs on a nondiscriminatory basis, with a 

3 comparable percentage of commitments met, and that trunk blockage is within 

4 reasonable limits. All of Qwest's processes, procedures, capabilities, and performance 

5 for interconnection ensured that efficient carriers are afforded a reasonable opportunity 

6 to compete. 

7 Based on this evidence, I respectfully submit that the Commission should find 

8 that Qwest has satisfied the requirements of Checklist ltem 1, Interconnection, of 

9 Section 271 (c)(2)(B)(i) of the Act. 
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QUALIFICATIONS OF THOMAS R. FREEBERG 

Mr. Freeberg holds a Bachelor of Science degree in Civil Engineering from 

the Ur~iv~rsity of Minnesota, Institute of Technology, and is a Registered Professional 

Engineer in Minnesota, License Number 16738 MN. 

Excluding a two-year break, he has worked for Qwest and its 

7 predecessors since 1999 in various engineering, construction, administration, planning, 

8 and operations positions. As part of Qwest's construction operation, Mr. Freeberg 

9 dire;ctfy supervised cable placement and splicing for interoffice and loop facilities. As 

30 pafi of Qwest's order provisioning operation, he directly supervised order administrators 

21 and facilities specialists who maintained records of idle and working cable and 

electmrrics inventories as orders were processed. As part of Qwest's engineering 

operation, he drafted blueprints for outside plant augments, ran computer models 

comparing the economics of various network augment options (switching, loop and 

transport), and developed the cost portion of business cases for potential new services. 

Finally, as part of Qwest's wholesale operation, Mr. Freeberg directly supervised the 

development and documentation of provisioning and maintenance processes 

associated with new resale, interconnection, and unbundled local sewices. These 

effarts were intended to ensure that basic provisioning and maintenance were in place 

to support the initial rol/out of local wholesale services. 

Mr. Freeberg has actively participated in the state proceedings in which 

Qwest is seeking approval to provide interLATA services within its 14 state region. He 
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has sbtbnliaed testimony and participated in workshops in every state with ongoing 

prk2c~adings, including South Dakota. 
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REBtfnAL aPF$XSAViT 

OF 

THOMAS R, FREEBERG 

Thomas R. FreeSerg stat= as folfo~trs- 

My name is "Iham~s R. Frebetg $4 &u~e9"re%s ~~d&r&&% rs 3OS kV %SF& 53%. 

Room 2 00, Richfield, Mitrnesata 5%%2~l%S9 sm a 0;1&i::#oa@ Qf k+@&%;18& &4&f%e% a2 

Qwest Corpsration ("Qw%8ffl), wdh r@%p$sfl;bi&fBrB~%$ 3gd$frlA$ Q&%$fi% @@Q@& %C %.QW@~+ 

with Sections 251, 252, tsod 271 at $Ad Grnrn@rni~a~~~@$ AcX JQIPi s% @ m & ~ i W .  @w@ 

managing related fegalatc~p urr%$efiakinq$ iR a%&&@' 1 #%&%J$ @g&%wt$ @$ 

intervenors who ctaim that 

checklist in Sectioza 271 esf Zh6 T@Fhmmm~;iun~@B:@~r$ &$? Q! lQP& t""r98 &it'+ QP ''AG~" 

concerning int@rcontl@bian t~ufikiag $0 %@at& g13k~!0  .: 

I base this aEdavi2 an prail@~mner ss9@ssr&a, w!%aa$~L krja$iB&ag#, i&$a$~vat%@ 

available to me in the normal caun@ ad my dtbtias. &ma of% W@I&% be@g&ta$ %&pf in 1% 

course of business by Q%vest. t% par$ ad G~iasrk vt~rSP; t0 &f?$rr te iRa$ tt %ali&fta% SBG%&~~ 

271, 1 have pariicipafed extansrvaty ' E f ~ f  mafa tfadns tv4a yad~f% PI $ha ~4$it&bot&tb$% %%#I%@ 

workshops addressing this ~ S r s ~ k k $ !  ztem t~ At$xsr'es, G%2l@$a&4. Or~ypr*, bT&&%&rsQtoe?, 

North Dakata, Utah, and V@osnt~ag, Atf ~4'thase bv~;-tksb~p% VPBF'B i i y j i $ a e d ;  aa8& &t&+~ 



Docket No &-- 
CNr@$t Carpsatten 

Rebtrttal ARciav~t of Thomas R. FreetsZlefg 
Checklist item i - itttefcagfne&ikon 

Page 2, Aptit. 2- 2QQ2 

conducted on an open basis wilh full, active, and equal participation by retaii 

competitors and state Commission staffs. In January 21002 1 filed testimony in the 

Minnesota case as well. 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In this Rebuttal Affidavit, I address claims, arguments and ~eeommshdations 

made in amdavits filed by Marlon Griffing on behalf of the South Dakota 'Public t)tilittes 

Commission Staff ("Griffing Affidavit (311 8/02)") and by I(l?ni~tefh t, &ifsort an behalf of 

ATKT ('Wilson Affidavit (3/1$/02)") regarding trunking and Checktist item 1, 70 my 

knowledge, no other party has presented evidence concerning intercoone~ti~n trunkin9 

in this case. 

As I stated in my initial affidavit and as set funh bebw, Qwest satisfies the 

requirements sf Checklist item 4 by providing "iflt@r*conr#t;aior'r irs atcardance wtkh the 

requirements of sections 251(c)(2) and 252(clf(1),"~ As des~ribad here, Qw@st sattslfies 

the requirements of the 1996 Act, the Con;mwnimtions Act of 1913.4, as amandwi, and 

the FCC's orders on interconnecti~n. 

I!. QWEST PROVIDES INTERCONPIECP1ON PER THE 79% ACT AND THE 
FCC's RULES. 

A, THE MULTi-STATE CASE 

At page 6 of his affidavit, Mr. Criffing ~Iatifies that he identifies issues ain~ 

recommends, for all but a few issues, that the South Dakota Carnrnissiaa shoul'b adapt 

2 47 U.S.C. 9 271(c)(2)(B)(i) and 47 U.S.C 5 252(d)f?). 
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the resolution proposed by John Antonuk, the Facilitatcsr of the 271 "muiii-stairs" 

workshop hosted by the Commissions of Idaho, Iowa, Mant~na, North Dakai.a, Ukah. 

Wyoming. Mr. Wilson on behalf of ATBT raises very fevv issues that were nat also 

addressed in the multi-state case. Almost without exceptian, awest will foliow the 

advice of Mr. Griffing by filing a new version of the SGAT. Exhibit TRFR - iNTER - -3 is 

a red-line edited version of a new SGAT. In this afficla\rit, 1 am not addressing the 

issues where Mr. Griffing has observed that Qwest's SGAlr !anguage complies with his 

recommendations, except where Mr. Wilson has provided arguments relating to those 

issues that were not addressed in the multi-state proceeding. 

At page 6 of his affidavit, Mr. Wilson asserts: 

"Despite AT&T's efforts to provide Qwest the necessary information to 
meet ATBT's interconnection trunking needs durrng joint trunk planning 
sessions, AT&T frequently encounters QwesV-caused detays, and in some 
cases indefinite holds, when ordering interconnection trunks from Qwest." 

This sweeping allegation is factually inaccurate and is not supported with any 

specific evidence. Contrary to the thrust of Mr. Wilson's unfounded allegation, every 

interconnection tsunking order submitted by any South Dakota CLEC in the relevant 

past has been completed by Qwest on or before the CLEC's requested due date,; To 

my knowledge, since November 1, 2001, there have not been any provlsi~ning delays 

for any CLEC orders for interconnection trunks in South Dakota. Only two orders have 

been delayed since March I of 2001. In addition. Qwest has completed every 

2 See Pdr Will~arns' rebuttal affidavit exhibits at performance rrreasures OP-3, OP-6 or OP-15 



interconnection trunking order submitled by South, &aEtota ~ L E l C 5  an the tef@var)t g a s  in 

less than 20 days. Thus, Mr Wlson's prrsporal for flew lindemnr6~8ti~rr fanguaga 

relating to interconnection provisioning I-res na facituatat sup~ar?:  it k based Qn tnaceuratile 

data and a flawed rationste,' More telling than ekt WtXs~n's mrastkpps~&d aiiegatror"t3 %re 

the affidavits from Black Hills Fiber and Miltidcontirtent -- CkECs that afe aarsajly 

operating in South Dakota's local exchange market -- which $0 fiat mentian any 

concems about interconnection trunk provisioning and do oat P F Q ~ Y ~ S B  th@ type of 

onerous, unnecessary provision Mr, Vltiison has pt'apasecf. 

Qwest previously objected to thrs ianguags in the rrruiti-staie pqtracesding urr 

several grounds, including the fad that ttt woufcf d u p i i i ~ f ~  aPPkP irrcentiuas, there are ns 

cantrolling FCC rulings to support the fangusge, there is no precadent for catrstderrag 

the issue in other 271 hearings, and there already is sdaquate irctbemnific;aMm in the 

Generat Terms and Conditions partian of tfte SGAY A% Mr, GriEn'mg property points ottt, 

the mufti-state facilitator's Report recommertcfs ogarnst the &"TT ptoposat. Mr, Griffin9 

accurately observes that the hT&T proposal seeks to trensfer respansibili@ f i r  aH 

deficient performance onto Clwest, even when Qwest isn't resporrsibte for the claficient 

perf~~mance. Qwest agrees with Ms. Griffing's recommandatialr that the Commission 

should adapt the Facilitator's recornmendatEon. 

C. ENTRANCE f AClLlTIES 

Mr. Wilson for AT&T, at pages 8 through 11 of his al%davit, acldresses th@ tssue 

of entrance facilities. Qn page 8, he states: 

4 Mr. Wilson agarn argues hls point at page 16 af h ~ s  affidavit 



Conspicuously m~ssir~g from these methods rs the apportunrQ for CtECs 
to obtain dedicated trunks to the ChEC-selected lpornt of intercannecktian 
("POI") on Qwest's network, In fact. it would appziar that a CLEG has 00 
way to actually select or reach a coflasatiori PQt because it canrtat ebtaim 
a dedicated trunk to its collocalron space under the SFAT prescribed 
interconnection methods. 

The only method that comes close ko dediciiitec$ trunks IS the aMer 9f" 
"entrance facilities," but these fail far shua because they dit;2%te the 
location of the POI as somewhere on the CLEG ~letwurk. not on Qwesf's 
network." 

Contrary to Mr. Wilson's suggestion, Qwest has routinely provided CLECs wrth 

dedicated trunking to CLEC-seiected Pals bath inside and out$idr; tllwest central a%c@ 

buildings. A CLEC may choose a Pfll lacatron anyurnere in QwesE's iLEC territovi 

Regarding coliocation, for example. when Midt;srati;llertt. sulbmiMed Access Service 

Requests (local intercannectsari trunk'ing orders), it named a POI assscieted wtk 

equipment that is collocatecl inside a Qwesl central office building in Siau,: Falls.$ 

Midcontinent has stated that it incurred no sigrtificanf prablems in establishing 

interconnection at this site, The ability of a CbEC icr  avoid esitrancts facilities when 

Interconnecting is confirmed by the KMC intetconnfsct:on @gre@menf and rn the SGAT at 

7.1.2.2. When trunking is configured ta a POI assuci@keb with cotlocalicsn. the entrance 

facility component of interconnection is avoided. 

Contrary to Mr. Wilson's suggestion, when a CkEC' has selected a POI in a non- 

Qwest building, Qwest has routinely arranged a dedicated i n t e ~ c o n e c t ~  tr~ii~k group 

from one or more Qwest switches to that Poi. In these cases, Qwest may have to 

5 See KMC ~nterconnection agreement at I 3 2 This rs f%ht~~t  LB8-GfC-7 to L?!iPj Beathefsbn's 
affidavit. See also Qwest's SGAT 

6 See Midcont~nent Camrnun~cailons' Jantla~rj i 0. 2032 Curtmntents [n ihts c a S ~  
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I construct a new facility to this building. The facility would be con~tructed from Qwesi's 

2 nearest central office building to the building that houses the POI that the CLEC has 

3 selected. This Qwest-provided transport is subject to reciprlocal compensation and has 

4 been labeled an "entrance facility". This transport systerri often provides a path far 

5 direct trunk groups. This clearly does not mean that Qwfest somehow "dictates the 

6 location of the POI as soinewhere on the CLEC network, not an Qwest's network." In 

7 fact, the POI should be on both carriers' networks' The Pi51 marks the edges of both 

8 carriers' local interconnection networks. Only when a CLEC asks Qwest to also provide 

9 transport on the CLEC's side of the PO1 (that the CLEC chose) is there an exception to 

the understanding that the POI js on both carriers' networks and at tne edge or juncture 

of each. The SGAT and the KWIC agreement allow for nrany potential architectures, 

and they do not "tell the CLEC that their PO1 will be at the CLEC switch or somewhere 

on the CLEC network, and not where the CLEC chooses $the POI to exist on Qwest's 

Mr. Wilson continues by describing an unfounded concern associated with 

reciprocal compensation. At page 9, he says: 

Furthermore, Qwest's Exhibit A purports to charge CLECs DSI and DS3 
rates for the entrance facility even though that facility is on Qwest's side of 
the POI where the POI resides on the CLEC network. 

If Mr. Wilson is pointing out what he considers to be a Qwest fault here, Q~vest 

disagrees. Most Qwest interconnection agreements3 and section 251(b)(5) itself state 

7 Ken Wiisoo 311 8102 affidavit at page 9. 

B See the KMC agreement or the SGAT at 7.3.1.1.3 



Dacke? fila TC O i -- 
Qwest Carporation 

Reburtaf A,ftidavrt of f homas R, Freetlerg 
-- Chtecktlst (tern I - lnterconnecl'tgn 

Page 7. Apnt 2,2902 

1 that carriers will compensate one another for the franspofi {hat they provide on their 

2 side of the POI in order to complete terminating local zallrs. Mr. Wklsan seems to 

3 indicate his awareness of this, as evidenced by his quote af the fotlowing FCC 

4 statement at page 13 of his testimony: "Moreover, because? competing carriers must 

5 compensate incumbent LECs for the additional costs, incurred by providing 

6 interconnection, competitors have an incentive to make econr~mically efficient decisions 

7 about where to interconnect+"g The KMC agreement and thie SGAT state clearly that 

8 transport costs on either side of the point of interface are subject to recipracal 

9 compensation. 

10 At page ten of his afidavit, Mr. W~lscan also states: 

In contrast, A X T  and other ClEGs have, for some time and in 
accordance with the Ad, designated their chosen points of 
interconnection, and paid for interwnnectian trunks that run from their 
points of presence ("POP") or switches to the designated PO1 in She Qwest 
network. 

17 A CFEC who is also an interexchange carries may place an Access Service 

48 Request (interconnection trunking order) that designates the. local int~rcannection Pot 

19 at the same locatiorl as the POP. it may also chaose a locat inlerconnectian POI at a 

20 location other than the POP. if an interexchange carrier who has become a CLEC 

21 chooses a local interconnection PO! such that bath of the interconnected local carriers 

9 Implementatton of the Local Compt?it//~n Pmvrs~a~s IF? th& Tele~ammwnicairom Act of $996 
1ntc;rconneciion between Local Exchange Caruers and Gtjnfmerctal Mabrk? Radm Service 
Providers, CC Docket Nos 96-98 & 95-185, First: Rewrt and Orrfet, FCC 96-325 (Ref Acrg 8, 
1996) at ¶ 209 
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provides an "entrance facility" to the other, the symmetric billls should net a zero sum. 

This fact makes AT&T1s concern moot. The KMC agreemerrt and the SGAT allow far 

this at 7.3.1 . I  .3.1. AT&T's suggested changes to section 7.".2.1 and "f.3,2,1 .I are not 

necessary. 

At page 24 of his affidavit, Mr. Griffing observes thiat the Facilitator's Report 

recognized that in the multi-state 271 case, AT&T expressled this same concern* ft 

argued that Qwest was improperly transferring DSf and DS :3 entrance facilities, which 

are an access world concept, to the realm of iocal exchange interconnection, Mr. 

Griffingnoted that AT&T considered Dedicated Transport to be the correct and only 

element that should be required for interconneetian trunks, I fe said that when a CLEC 

chose a POI such that both an Entrance Facility and Direct Trunked Transport were 

involved in the trunking of local calls, the configuration did nolt give CLECs direct access 

to UNEs, and did not allow commingling of local and intermchange traffic, and so coutd 

be more expensive than necessary. Qwest agreed to allow access to UNEs via an 

entrance facility, but opposed the ratcheting of rates. To be clear, Qwest does ailow 

commingling, but not satcheting. The rationale is described ft~flither irr my reciprocal 

compensation affidavit. 

Qwest is compliant with Mr. Antonuk's recommendation since it has changed the 

SGAT to reflect entrance facilities may be used for access to U N E s . 2  Mr. G~lffing 

recommends that the Commission accept this resolution, This rnaiter shauld be 

considered closed. 

- 'O A prohibition was changed to a perrnfssron at sections 7 I 2 1 and 7 1 2.3 of the SCAT 



1 D. EXPANDED lNTEWCONffECTiON CHANNEL TERNIIINATtOFli {EIY=q 
2 CHARGES 

3 At page 25 of his affidavit, Mr. Griffing says that AT&T recammended a change 

4 to the SGAT Section 7.f .2.2 to: (a) eiiminate the reqbtiremlent that CLECs pay far 

5 Interconnection Tie Pairs, and (b) remove EICT charge references from Seaion f .3.4.2, 

6 He notes that Qwest accepted the resoliltirrn of this issue as prkxposed in the ioiliaf 

7 Qrder Finding Noncompliance In The Areas OF Inteaannsction, Number Bodsalsi!ity Axad 

8 Resale, Washington Docket Nos. UT-003022 and UT-003040, Me eanfifrned that the 

9 Washington Order reflected a resaltition of this nsue that' is In aecrstd with FCC 

143 requirements comporting with AT&Ts request. Mr.Griffing rec~rnmertds that the 

11 Commission accept the Facilitator's recommendatian. Qwetst has cornptied with that 

52 recommendation. 

13 At page 1 1 of his affidavit, Mr, Wilson expresses conaern about cabling within a 

14 carrier's building that provides a path for trunk groups that traverse a CLE-Cs ccrrttomtsd 

15 equipment. Specifically Mr. Wilson says: 

16 While Qwest apparently concedes this point by making its ElCT $barges, 
17 as listed in Exhibit A, zero, this Commission should ensue that Qwest 
18 doesn't simply change its prices and again secquire ClECs to pay EICT 
19 charges. 7'he best way to ensure further canduct is to order it- That is 
20 what ATBT requests in this inshnc-an afdar canfirming that Qwest is 
2 1 not to charge CLECs for EICT wires. 
22 
23 WSnile unnecessary, Qwest certainly has ne obje,clion to AT&T's tequest, 

24 E. TMNSPORY IM EXCESS OF 50 MlLES 

25 At page 72 of his affidavit, Mr. VJiTson vutces concernatsout S@AT sectran 

26 7.2.2.1.5 of the  SGAT: 
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Qwest proposes an addition to its SGAT that artificially fimits its 
interconnection obligation under the Act antJ shifts the burden to build 
Qwest's network to the CLEC." The proposal arbitrarily turns all 
interconnection trunks over 50 miles into mid-span meet arrangements 
where neither the CLEC nos Qwest have facilities in place, 

Mr. Wilson misrepresents that this language improperly limits interconnection 

under the Act The SGAT language says: 

7.2.2.1.5 If direct trunked transport is greater than fifty (50) miles in 
length, and existing facilities are not available in either Party's network, 
and the Parties have not been able to resolve the issue thraugh mid-point 
arrangements, and the Parties cannot agree ss to which Party will prtsvide 
the facility, the Parties may bring the matte; blefore the Commission for 
resolution on an Individual Case Basis. 

This tanguage does not limit the length of facility that Qwest will provide. Qwest 

provides facilities LATA-wide an request. This language does not require a CLEC to 

build a mid-span meet when Qwest lacks facilities. When neither carrier has available 

facifities to the point of interface that the CLEC selects, each carrier is on equal 

grounds. In this case, one carrier or the other carrier or both must construct facilities. 

When the carriers agree to a mid-span meet, neither carrier bills the other (for reciprocal 

compensation) associated with local transport. if AT&T provides the entire facility, it will 

bill QwesQ for the transpod it provides. When Qwest provides the entire facility, it will bill 

AT&T for the transport it provides. AT&T may decide which option is best. There is no 

improper "shift af burden" to ATLkT. If AT&T places an interconnection order that names 

a point of interface between the carriers such that Qwest must construct new and 

iengthy facilities, Qwest simply states that it may bring the matter before the 

11 SGAT at 5 7.2.2.1.5 
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Commission. Qwest cannot be assured of a favorable outcome in this case. Qwest is 

aware of the important obligation to provide interconnection, coupled with possible 

enormous transport distance in a one-LATA state such as !South Dakota. 

Mr. Griffing addresses this matter in his checklist itern I comments at pages 26 

through 28 of his affidavit. Here he notes that Qwest has not strictiy followed the advice 

of the multi-state case facilitator. The facilitator would delete this SGAT section. This 

section does not appear in most of the interconnection agreements that Qwest is now a 

party to in South Dakota. 

Qwest proposes that the 7.2.2.1.5 SGAT language should be retained as 

recommended by the Commissions in Washington, Colorado, Oregon, Nebraska, Iowa. 

Utah, New Mexico, Montana, Idaho, Arizona and Wyoming. Many of these states were 

among those comprising the multi-state case. These state Commissions found that the 

qualified nature of the SGAT language, coupled with the FCC's advice about an ILEC's 

"limited build-out sf facilities"~ obligation, justified the continued inclusion of this SGAT 

language. Qwest respectfully asks the South Dakota Commission to allow this 

language. 

F. f WUNK FORECASTING 

At page 13 of his affidavit, Mr. Wilson notes that Qwest included an unfamiliar 

version of SGAT section 7.2.2.8.6. This version was based on Colorado Commissioner 

Gifford's August 2001 advice on this matter in Qwest's Colorado section 271 

- l 2  FCC First Report and Order (FCC 96-3251, released August 1996, at paragraph 552. 
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proceeding. This language now appears in Qwest's agreement with KMC in South 

Dakota and is therefore available to any South Dakota CLEC that desires to adopt it.. 

In addition, Mr. Wilson proposes modification to thr! agreement at page 13 of his 

affidavit: 

The alder versions of SGAT language dealt with Qwest collecting and 
repaying trunk deposits for forecasting. Those provisions have now been 
removed in favor of liquidated damage payments for something defined as 
"non-reusable" trunks. While AT&T does not oppose this substitution, 
certain adjustments must be made to the provisions for purposes of clarity 
and fairness. Those adjustments are as follows:~ 

7.2.2.8.6.1 If Qwest constructs non-reusable facilities in response to a CLEC 
forecast, and subsequent related orders are n d  issued by the CLEC within 6 
months of the completed construction, throunh the Dispute Resolutior~ process, 
Qwest may seek non-punitive liquidated damages, that do not exceed Qwest's 
actual construction casts. 

Qwest has no objection to entering into an agreement with AT&T that contains 

these madifications to the KMC agreement language, but Qwest thinks it best not to 

modify the SGAT as Mr. Wilson suggests. Instead Qwest will do as Mr. Griffing 

suggests. 

At page 28 of his afficiavit, Mr. Griifing says that CtECs in Qwest's inulti-state 

271 case wanted Qwest to build trunking capacity per their forecast. He notes that 

Qwest said that CLEC forecasts are typically too high and that Qwest incurs 

13 - Qwest's SGAT has a mistake in providing a cluplicate 9 7 2.2.8.6.1 (listed under 6 2) that I have simply 
deleted in our discussion here. 
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I unrecoverable costs when it builds capacity that is not usecl. He also notes that Qwest 

2 offered to build to its own forecasts of interconnection trunkring needs, or to build to the 

3 CLEC forecast, but to require a deposit in the latter case. Qwest offered to return the  

4 deposit if trunk usage reaches 50 percent of the forecasted level. 

5 The Facilitator's Report said Qwest could require; a deposit to protect itserf 

6 against incurring installation costs it may never recover. Mr. Antonuk clarified that the 

7 basis for returning the deposit should be 50 percent usiage of trur~ks installed, not 

8 forecasted, and that the usage should include that of all CiLECs, not just the company 

9 malring the deposit. The Report proposes language in Section 7,2.2,8,6,2 that 

10 implements these two findings. 

11 Mr. Griffing recommends that the South Dakota Cclmmission should accept the 

12 Antonuk recommendations. Mr. Griffing recommended that installed trunks is a better 

13 basis for calculating usage for purposes of determirting whether a deposit should he 

14 returned because it reflects Qwest's actual costs of building trunk capacity, Moreover, 

15 he said, if other CLECs use the trunks in volumes that bring the total CLEC usage to SO 

16 percent or more, Qwest is recovering the coats, just not from the CLEC that paid the 

17 deposit, but the source of cost recovery should not matter. 

18 In order to close this issue, Qwest wili re-file the South Dakota SGAT to 

19 specifically track Mr. Antonuk's suggested language at 7.2.2.8.6 and its subsections.a 

-- - 

14 - See Exh~bit TRFR - INTER - 1 This uses verbat~m language from the "Farecastlng Process" 
recorrrrnendat~ons at pages 40-41 of the Group 1 Report from the Qwest mutt!-state 271 case. 
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2 Please refer to my reciprocal campensati~n rebuttat affirf%wt 

4 On page 16 of his affidavit, Mr. Wiison aecornmenbs that sectizs~l ? 2.2~3 12 af %ha: 

5 SGAT should be removed. Qwest concurs, I expect that CIwest and RP&T 8~PeQ tl"E3t 

6 language at section 5.16 is sufficient. 

7 I .  OVERSIZED TRUNKS GROUPS 

8 On page 16 of his affidavit, Mr, Wifsan asks that $\GAT sec!iticn 7,2.%,$.13 b8 

9 amended. Qwest agrees to include the version of this secfiafl that AT&T deaires. Thah 

10 language allows that CLECs need only provide &west a feassn far maintaifl~ng &fa 

11 oversized trunk group. The language is offeted hem wrth tk~a new tvarr;;t"in$ ~,~rud@fiksrad. 

7.2.2.8.13 If a trunk graup is cansrsFexstQ wtifiab {S~tmtio regut&d owr Ifblfik% 
in service) at less than fifty percent E5@%1 of fiki@d busy hbar ~a906tk3 tj;a~;h 
month of any consecutive three (3) month periad, gri wiff fi~lsrtfy ClLEG*, &t 
Qwest's desire to resizs the trunk group. Such ni,3tdcori&rn s ~ B F I  ifictude Q%v%&Li& 
information on current utilizattctrr laueb, ff ChEC doe3 hot Lkabn~r! ~ T D  A%R 
res ize the trunk group QT inravkk . Qyzrs! f i U ~ ~ ~ 9 9 f  p&y9d~d @f 64?,fl&&{ra*&q& 
ca~acitv within thirty (30) calendar tlf fh8 v?iritf@lt 14aIlsllC;%IIaRT. Qwc$$ may 
reclaim the unused facilities and fearrange the t-tum grtswg k%%@n f@~talurr~a~cn 
does occur, Qwest shafi not leave ?he trunk ytcskhg wdh tssg ah&n !wcerzty ;True 
percent (25%) excess capacity, Anctttaryi trunk grautcpa ara exck;tudet;d fraun thra 
treatment. 

Qwest expects that this resolves the matte[ fram Al"&Tr; pecsp@etttcs. k4t: 

24 Antonuk considered this issue and found Qwest's tanguage, wfthstlt the AT&T sbdtrrrsrrr,, 

25 to be appropriate. 
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J. COMMINGLING 

At page 17 of his affidavit Mr. Wilson mentions SGAT section 7.2.2.9.32. f-Ie 

says: 

"The issue in SGAT § 7.2.2.9.3.2 is that Qwest steadfastly refuses to 
employ the most efficient use of interco~nnection trunking that would 
combine all traffic types on the same trunks. Instead, Qv~est demands 
that CLECs use separate trunk groups for interLATA, 1 + long distance 
calls and for local calls." 

Section 7.2.2.9.3.2 does not, by any interpretation, say what Mr. Wilson claims it 

says. Section 7.2.2.9.3.2 of the SGAT says: 

"7.2.2.9.3.2 Exchange Service (EAS/Local) traffic and Switched Access 
Traffic including Jointly Provided Switched Access Traffic, may be 
combined on the same trunk group. If combined, the originating Carrier 
shall provide to the terminating Carrier, each quarter, Percent Local Use 
(PLU) factor(s) that can be verified with incfividual cail recard detail. CaIl 
detail or direct jurisdictionaiization using Calling Party Number information 
may be exchanged in lieu of PLU if it is  available."^ 

This langlaage explicitly allows for the combining that Mr. Witson argues is the 

most efficient.s The KMC interconnection agreement with Qwest contains this 

language and is also available to CLECs that seek this language within their 

agreements. 

On page 18 of his affidavit, Mr. Wilson moves to a reciprocal compensation 

discussion by offering a misplaced analogy. This subject is addressed in my reciprocal 

cor~lpensation rebuttal under the heading "ratcheting". 

Is The SGAT has mistakenly numbered Wo s~ri~ilarly worded SGAT sect~ons with a 7 2.2 9,3 2 
designat~on. The second version of the simriarly warded sections should have been dsteted 
when Qwest Rled the SGAT in October 2001 Qwest will correct thrs In the riex: filing 

16 - This willingness on Qwest's part goes beyond what Mr. Griffmg on page 24 of hls affidavit 
properly understood was Qwest's posltlon In May 2001 with regard lo a Ntnth Ci~cult Court rultng 



Docket Ne TC 05"- 
Qwest Corporatron 

Rebuttal Affidavit of Thomas R Freeberg 
~Checkiist Item I - lnterconnect~on 

Page 16, Aprtl 2. 2002 

later, on page 18 of his affidavit, Mr. Wilson says that he is not asking to 

commingle local and long distancg traffic on the same tnrnk. If he were, it would be 

allowed at 7.2.2.9.3.2. When interconnected carriers choose this aption, usage- 

sensitive charges are apportioned via (1) application of a percentage local use (FLU) 

factor or (2) via cafl-by-calt application of either TEtRtC-based Iocai rates rsr tar#-bas& 

toll rates. Contrary to Mr. Wilson's suggestion, Qwest hais not assessed tariff-based, 

usage-sensitive charges to local calls. 

Ill. CONCLUSION 

As evidenced here, Qwest provides competitors with reciprocal compensstian 

agreements that satisfy the requirements of Section 271 (c)(2)(B)(i) of the 2996 Ad;  the 

Cammunications Act of 1934, as amended; and the FCC's rules and orders thereunder. 

The South Dakota Public Utilities Commission should find that Qwest bas satisfied this 

checklist item. 

Local and long distance traffic here seem to each have a well understood meanrng, yet at page 9 
of his affidavit, Mr. Wilson argues that the distlnctlon IS "ill-defined". 
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"P.1 lntereonnection Facility Options 

7.1.1 This Section describes the lnterconnection of Qwest's nc;twork and CLEC's network for 
the purpose of exchanging Exchange Service (EASlLocal traffic), Exchange Access (IntraLATA 
Toll) and Jointly Provided Switched Access (InterLATA and IntralATA) traffic. Qwest will 
provtde lnterconnection at any Technically Feasible point withim its network, including but not 
limited to, (i) the line-side of a local Switch (i.e., local switching)); (ii) the Trunk Side of' a local 
Switch, (lii) the trunk connection points for a tandem Switch, (iv) Central Office cross-connection 
points, (v) out-of-band signaling transfer points necessary to exchange traffic at these points 
and access call-related databases, and (vi) points of access to Unbundled Network Elements. 
Section 9 of this Agreement describes lnterconnection at points (i), (iv), (v), and (vi), afthough 
some aspects of these lnterconnection points are described In Section 7 "lnterconnection" Is 
as described in the Act and refers, in this Section of the Agreement, to the connection between 
networks for the purpose of transmission and routing of Telepho'ne Exchange Service traffic and 
Exchange Access traffic at paints (ii) and (iii) described above, Interconnection, vvhich W e s t  
currently names "Local lnterconnection Service" (LIS) is provided for the purpose of connecting 
End Office Switches to End Office Switches or End Office Switches to local or Access Tandem 
Switches for the exchange of Exchange Service (EAS/Lor,al traffic); or End Office Swltches to 
Access Tandem Switches for the exchange of Exchange Access (IntratATA Toll) or Jci'mtly 
Provided Switched Access Traffic. Qwest tandem to CLEC tandem Switch connections wtil be 
provided where Technically Feasible. New or continued Qwest local tandem to Qwest access 
tandem and Qwest access tandem to Qwest Access Tandem Switch connections are not 
required where Qwest can demonstrate that such connections present a risk of Switch exhaust 
and that Qwest does not make similar use of its network to transport the local calls of its own or 
any Affiliate's end users. 

7.1.1.1 Qwest will provide to CLEC lnterconnection at least equal in quality to that 
provided to itself, to any subsidiary, Affiliate, or any other Party to wh~ch it provides 
Interconnection. Notwithstanding specific language in other sections of this Agreement, 
all provisions of this Agreement regarding lnterconnection are subje~t  tto thrs 
requirement. Qwest will provide Interconnection under rates. terms end conditions that 
are just, reasonable and non-discriminatory* In addition, Qwest shall comply with all 
state wholesale and retail service quality requirements. 

The Parties will negotiate the facilities arrangement used to interconnect their respective 
networks. CLEC shall establish at least one Physical Point of lnterconnection in #west territory 
in each UT,4 the CLEC has local Customers. The Parties siiall establish, through negotiations, 
at least one of the following Interconnection arrangements: (1) a US1 or 053 Qwest prov~decf 
facility; (2) Collocation; (3) negotiated Mid-Span Meet POI facilities: (4) other Technically 
Feasible methods of Interconnection. 

7.1 2.1 Qwest-provided Facility. lnterconnectian may be accomplished through the 
provision of a DS1 or DS3 entrance facility of CLEC's determination. An entrance facility 
extends from the Qwest Serving Wire Cenier to CLEC's Switch location or any 
Technically Feasible POI chasen by CLEC. Qwest provided entrance fac~lities may not 
extend beyond the area served by the Qwest Servtng Wire Center. The rates for Qwest 
provided entrance facilities are provided in Exhlb~t A. Qwest's Private Fine Transport 



service is available as an alternative to Qwest provided entrarrc% facrtrlces, fdllAP_rj CLEG 
uses such Private Line Transporl, servlce for rnultrplet se~rutcer; Eiltrim+;e faeriities may 
be used for Interconnection with Unbundled Network Elentents 

7.1.2.2 Collocation. lnterconnectiori may be aceompir~shrsd tbrtaugh the C~l:~e:ottesrf 
arrangements offered by Qwest. The terms and condilia~ns under which Caibt;atr;~;n WED 
be available are described in Section 8 of this Agreement, 

7.1.2.3 Mid-Span Meet POI. A Mid-Span Meet Pat is ;a negotiated Paofit sf I o ~ @ ~ B w .  
limited to the Interconnection of facilities between anel Parryvs %wlt~h and the Dlhz?f 
Party's Switch. The actual physical Point of Interface and faclliiies tlsed wilk be  sukqzrect 
to negotiatioris between the Parties. Each Paty will be sesponsrbfe for its pdrtidn ca;f the 
build to the Mid-Span Meet POI. A CLEC may use remaintng capebsltty rn an exrslmg 
Mid-Span Meet PO1 to gain access to unbundled netwcs~rk fa~rjiflet3; pfuvid@& that ChEG 
shall be obliged tc compensate Qwest under the terms an4 G B R ~ ~ ~ E B ~ S  3p~!!il:ab.t& tQ 
UNEs for the portion of the facitity so used. In detarmbnrng such pss~fan, the decrs~an 
shall be based to the extent practicable ura the guidelina! fhaf the panirvn sa azst&fr"ftIn&d 
should correspond to the nature and extent af facilities that wOufd be requird ta @mvid& 
access to elements in the absence of a concurrent use 'far in\sxCQurrtd;ctrofi Q ~ s l  rnOy 
seek appropriate relief from the Commission if it can delnanstfatzf that fk% p~sa@tstaQ h%X, 
been used to occasion the insfaffaiitian o? neew facilities that, whi!a c;;aatm& ~ecess ly  f6&r 
Interconnection, were actually intended for UNE access., "Tesre Siren Meal POI$ 
will cons~st of facilities used for the Provis~onrng sf one ar Ma w%y focallFntraMPA am3 
Jointly Provided Switched Access tntrsrccnneci~on tru~nks, as welt a5 me~~%Itafl@Bu% 
trunks such as Mass Calling Trunks, OSlDA. 91 3 and tncfubiny any dBdrd=,atsb Q$t. 033 
transport trunk groups used to provision originating CI.,EC traffic-. 

7.1 $2.3.1 The Mid-Span Fiber Meat arch\i%{caur@ rraqrarrrss each Party a& sz&n 
its equipment an its side of the Paint of Intere;anntse;kron (PO!} GLECs may 
designate Mid Span Fiber Meet ds the target archttacturi?, except rn ~x:$niiriQ% 
where it is not Technically Feasible or where the Partias cii9ogtse an rrzrdpsint 
location. 

7.1.2.3.2 in a Mid-Span Fibar Meet the Partres agree ta esiebrwh tacbaical 
interface specifications for Fiber Meet ananget'nents that perrmt the S U C G % ~ $ ~ U ~  
Interconnection and completion of traMc routed over the f8ctttties that 
interconnect at the Fiber Meet. CLEC is raspciwsibta far pacrxvidang at rts Ibcetiofi 
the Fiber Optic Terminai (FOT) eqwrprnent, muitiptexirrg, and fiber requited la 
terminate the optical signal provtded by Qwest. Qtvest is ragpsnstbte far 
providing corresponding FOT(sj, rnuitipfexl-rtp, an$ fiber rrsqrirred 20 t@rw;rfia8@ the 
optical signal provided by CLEC 

7.1 2.3 3 The Pafires shalf, wholly at Ztrsrr own expans, pracilre" mstaii, 
and maintain the FOT(s) In each of thetr loc;thcsris whaste the Parttas establish a 
Fiber Meet with capacity sufficient to prowision and maintain st! trunk groups Tke 
Parties shall mutually agree on the capaci2y of the FC)T"(s) 10 be utirizerd based drr 
equivalent OSls and DS3s necessary for trar:spoa at tare~estad fact1 
Interconnection trunking Each Party wlli aiso agree irgan the 4ptk~aI trewency 
and wavelength necessary to implement the Interconnadrotin 

7.7 2.4 Intentionally Left Blank 
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7.1 2.5 Qwest agrees to provide local lntercannection trunk diversity to the same extent 
it does so in Qwest's local network. 

Exchange sf Traffic 

7.2.1.1 This Section 7.2 addresses the exchange of traffic between CLECs network and 
Qwest's network. Where either Party interconnects and delivers traffic to the other from 
third parties, each Party shall bill such third parties the appropriate charges pursuant to 
Its respective Tariffs or contractual offerings for such third party terminations. Unless 
otherwise agreed to by the Parties, via an amendment to' this Agreement, the Parties will 
directly exchange traffic between their respective networks without the use cf third party 
transit providers. 

7.2.1.2 The traffic types to be exchanged under this Agreement include: 

7.2.1.2.1 EASlLocai Exchange Service (EASILocal) traffic as defined in this 
Agreement. 

7.2.1.2.2 IntralATA Toll Exchange Access (IntraLATA Toll) traffic as 
defined in this Agreement. 

7.2.1.2.3 Jointly Provided Switched Access Traffic is defined in Section 
7.5.1. Jointly Provided Switched Access is associated with Meet-Point-Billing. 

7.2.1.2.4 Transit traffic is any traffic that originates from one 
Telecommunications Carrier's network, transits another Telecomtnunications 
Carrier's network, and terminates to yet another Telecommunications Carrier's 
network. For purposes of the Agreement, transit traffic does tiot inc!ude traffic 
carried by Interexchange Carriers. That traffic is defined as Jointly Provided 
Switched Access. Transit service is provided by Qwest, as a local and access 
tandem provider, to CLEC to enable the completion of calls originated by or 
terminated to another Telecommunications Carrier (such as another CLEC, an 
existing LEC, or a wireless Carrier), which is connected to Qwest's local or 
access tandems. To the extent that CLEC's Switch functions as a local or 
Access Tandem Switch, as defined in this Agreement, CLEC may also provide 
transit service to Qwesf. 

7.2.1.2.5 Traffic having special Billing or Crunking requirements includes, but 
is not limited to, the following: 

a) Directory Assistance; 

c) Operator busy line interrupt and verify; 

d) Toll free services 

e) ISP-bound traffic; and 





























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































MUNICIPAL TELEPHONE COMPANIES 
Revenues and Expenses 

For the Year Ended December 31, 1985 

Revenues 
Local service 

/ AL 
Toll service 
/AL 

Miscellaneous (net) 
1A.L 

Total operating revenues 
/AL 

Expenses 
Maintenance 
/AL 

Depreciation and amortization 
/ A .  

Traffic 
/ AL 

Commercial 
1A.L 

General 
/ AL 

Taxes (no F.I.T.) 
i 1A.L 

Miscellaneous (net) 
/ AL 

Total operating expenses 
/AL 

Net operating income 
IAL 

Net income 
Plant in service (ave) 
Less: Depreciation (ave) 
Net plant in service (ave) 
/AL 

Access lines-AL 
Rate of return 
Gross margin 
Retained earnings 

Beresf ord Brookings Faith 

$ 867,704 
100.59 

DID NOT 3,068,625 DID 
REPORT 355.74 NOT 

258,578 REPORT 



SOUTH DAKOTA TELEPHONE COMPANIES 
Telephones i n  S t a t e  

F o r  t h e  Year Ended December' 31, 1985 

Nor thwes te rn  B e l l  

B ison  S t a t e  

Independents* 
. , 

Municipals** 

R.T.A. C o o p e r a t i v e s  

F o r e i g n  Exchange 

T o t a l s  

Access S e r v i c e  
L i n e s  S t a t i o n s  

I 

* Vivian  a c c e s s  l i n e s  i n c l u d e d  from 1982 r e p o r t .  

T o t a l  

238,907 

7,103 

11,010 

9 , 9 2 1  

40,966. 

3.132 

** F a i t h  a c c e s s  l i n e s  i n c l u d e d  f rom 1983 r e p o r t  and B e r e s f o r d  
a c c e s s  l i n e s  i n c l u d e d  from 1984 r e p o r t .  



RANKING OF SOUTH DAKOTA TELEPHONE COMeANIES 
By Number of Access  L i n e s  

December 31, 1985 

Rank 
T h i s  L a s t  
Year  Year -- 

Access  
Company L i n e s  Home O f f i c e  

Nor thwes te rn  B e l l  Telephone Co. - SD 238,895 Sioux F a l l s  

Golden West Telecommunications Coopera t ive ,  I n c .  9,838 Wall 

C i t y  o f  Brookings  8,626 Brookings 

Bison S t a t e  Telephone Company 7,103 C u s t e r  

Dakota C o o p e r a t i v e  Telecommunications, I n c .  

Deuel Telephone Co-op. Ass 'n.  

Sioux V a l l e y  Telephone Company 

S u l l y  B u t t e s  Telephone Cooperat ive ,  I n c .  

Brookings Lake Telephone Company 

Sanborn Te lephone  Cooperat ive ,  I n c .  

M i d s t a t e  Telephone Co. 

S p l i t r o c k  Telecom. Cooperat ive ,  I n c .  

V a l l e y  Telecommunications Cooperat ive  Assn. ,  I n c  

James V a l l e y  Coopera t ive  Telephone Company 

Cheyenne R i v e r  S ioux  T r i b e  Telephone A u t h o r i t y  

West R i v e r  Coopera t ive  Telephone Company 

~ o r t h w e s t e r n  B e l l  - Iowa 

B a l t i c  C o o p e r a t i v e  Telephone Company 

Beres ford  Munic ipa l  Telephone Company (1984 d a t a )  

Union Telephone Company 

Western Telephone Company 

McCook Coop. Telephone Co. 

I r e n e  

Clear Lake 

D e l l  Rapids  

Highmore 

Brookings 

Woonsocket 

Kimball  

G a r r e t s o n  

H e r r e i d  

Groton 

1 ,609 E a g l e  B u t t e  

1 , 4 4 3  Bison  

1 , 1 2 3  

1 ,012  B a l t i c  

1 ,000  Beres ford  

992 H a r t f o r d  

835 *Faulkton 

784 Salem 



RANRING OF SOUTH DAKOTA TELEPHONE COMPANIES 
By Number of Aecess Lines 

December 31, 1985 

Rank 
This Last 
Year Year -- Company 

h o u r  Independent Telephone Company 

West River Mutual Aid Telephone Company 

Hanson County Telephone Company 

Tri-County Mutual Telephone Company 

Jefferson Telephone Company 

Northwestern Bell - Minnesota 

Kadoka Telephone Company 

Roberts County Telephone Cooperative Association 

Northwestern Bell  - Nebraska 

Faith Municipal Telephone Company (1983 data) 

M t  . Rushmore Telephone Company 

Kennebec Telephone Co . , Inc. 

Stockholm & Strandburg Telephone Co. 

Consolidated Telephone Cooperative 

Northwestern Bell - North Dakota 

Valley Telephone Company 

Vivian Telephone Company (1982 data) 

Continental Telephone Company of Minnesota 

Mountain Bell - Wyoming 

Dickey Rural Telephone Mutual Aid Corporation 

Farmers Mutual Telephone Company 

Three River Telco 

Great Plains Communications 

H i l l s  Telephone Company, Inc. 

Access 
Lines Home Office 

617 Amour 

531 Hazen, ND 

475 Alexandria 

445 "Emery 

439 Jefferson 

422 Radoka 

409 New Effington 

331 

295 Faith 

26 4 Keys tone 

Stockholm 

Dickinson, ND 

Brown Valley, 

Vivian 

Jasper, MI? 

Newcastle, WY 

Ellendale, ND 

Marietta, MN 

Lynch, NE 

KiZgore, NE 

Estherville, I 



Category 

Northwestern B e l l  - 6 

Bison S t a t e  

Independent - 1 3  ** 
Municipal - 3 *** 
R.T.A. - 14 

Foreign - 9 

RANKING OF SOUTH DAKOTA TELPHONE COMPANIES 
By Number of Access Lines 

December 31, 1985 

Service S t a t i o n s  - 11 

Tota ls  

No. 

240,989 

7,103 

JC F r o m  June 30, 1985 Auditor 's  Report 

** Vivian d i d  n o t  r e p o r t  cu r ren t  year. Access l i n e s  f o r  l a s t  reported 
year  a r e  used.  

*** F a i t h  and Beresford d id  n o t  r epor t  cu r ren t  year .  Access l i n e s  f o r  
l a s t  r epor t ed  yea r  a r e  used. 



SOUTH DAKOTA TELEPHONE COMPANIES 

1 )  Northwestern  B e l l  
West D i s t r i c t  
Aberdeen ( 2 2 5 ,  229 ,  2 2 6 ,  6 2 2 )  
B e l l e  Fourche ( 8 9 2 )  
Bones tee l  ( 6 5 3 ,  6 5 4 )  
Bowdle ( 2 8 5 )  
B r i t t o n  ( 4 4 3 ,  4 4 8 )  
Burke ( 7 7 4 ,  7 7 5 )  
Cavour ( 5 9 9 )  
C l e a r f  i e l d  ( 5 5 7 )  
Cresbard ( 3 2 4 )  
Deadwood ( 5 7 8 )  
DeSmet ( 8 5 4 )  
Doland ( 6 3 5 )  
Eureka ( 2 8 4 )  
F r e d e r i c k  ( 3 2 9 )  
Lebanon ( 7 6 8 )  
Get tysburg  ( 7 6 5 )  
Gregory ( 8 3 5 ,  974 )  
Hecla  ( 992 ,  9 9 4 )  

I Hermosa ( 2 5 5 )  
H i l l  C i t y  ( 5 7 4 )  
Huron ( 352 ,  3 5 3 )  
Ipswich ( 4 2 6 )  
I r o q u o i s  ( 5 4 6 )  
Lake P r e s t o n  ( 8 4 7 )  
Lead ( 5 8 4 )  
Lemmon ( 3 7 4 , . 3 7 6 )  
McIntosh ( 2 7 3 ,  276 )  
M e l l e t t e  ( 8 8 7 )  
Murdo ( 6 6 9 )  
Miller ( 8 5 3 )  
Mobridge ( 8 4 5 )  
Morristown ( 522 ,  5 2 4 )  
Newell  ( 4 5 6 )  
Nis land  ( 2 5 7 )  
Onida ( 2 5 8 )  
F t .  P i e r r e  ( 2 2 3 )  
P i e r r e  ( 224 ,  7 7 3 ,  9 7 5 )  

Residence 
F l a t  Measured 

Access L i n e s  
Business  

F l a t  Measured P u b l i c  
Other  

Business  



SOUTH DAKOTA TELEPHONE COMPANIES 

Northwestern B e l l  
.West D i s t r i c t  
Presho ( 8 9 5 )  
Rapid Ci ty  (341 ,  3 4 2 ,  343 ,  

348,  393,  394,  3 9 9 )  
Black Hawk ( 7 8 7 )  
Ellsworth (USQ) ( 9 2 3 )  
Redf i e l d  (47  2 )  
Roscoe ( 2 8 7 )  
Selby ( 6 4 9 )  
Spearf i s h  ( 6 4 2 )  
Sturg i s  ( 3 4 7 )  
Timber Lake ( 8 6 5 )  
Wessington Springs ( 5 3 9 )  
Whitewood ( 2 6 9 )  
Winner ( 8 4 2 )  
Witten ( 8 7 9 )  
Wolsey ( 8 8 3 )  

East  D i s t r i c t  
Alces ter  ( 9 3 4 )  
Arlington ( 9 8 3 )  
Bradley ( 7 8 4 )  
Bridgewater ( 7 2 9 )  
B r i s t o l  ( 4 9 2 )  
Canistota ( 2 9 6 )  
Canton-Fairview ( 9 8 6 ,  9 8 7 )  
Castlewood ( 7 9 3 )  
Clark-Raymond ( 5 3 2 )  
Cente rv i l l e  (5632 
Chamberlain ( 7 3 4 )  
Colman ( 5 3 4 )  
Elk Point  (356 )  
Flandreau ( 9 9 7 )  
Florence ( 7 5 8 )  
Harrisburg-Tea ( 7 4 3 ,  7 4 6 )  
Lake Norden ( 7 8 5 )  
Hayti  ( 7 8 3 )  
Howard-Carthage ( 7 7 2 )  
Hudson (982 ,  984 )  
Lake Andes-Pickstown ( 4 8 7 )  
L e s t e r v i l l e  ( 3 6 4 )  

Access Lines 
Residence Business 

F l a t  Measured F l a t  Measured Publ ic  
0 t h e r  

Busines : 



SOUTH DAKOTA TELEPHONE COMPANIES 

Northwestern  B e l l  
E a s t  D i s t r i c t  
Marion ( 6 4 8 )  
Madison (256 )  
Milbank (432 )  
M i t c h e l l  ( 9 9 6 )  
Oldham-Ramona ( 4 8 2 )  
P a r k s t o n  ( 9 2 8 )  
Peever  (932 )  
P i e r p o n t  ( 3 2 5 )  
Plat te-Geddes  ( 3 3 7 )  
R e l i a n c e  (473 )  
R e v i l l o  (623 )  
Roslyn (486 )  
Salem (425 )  
Sioux  F a l l s  (336 ,  3 3 9 ,  331,  

S i s s e t o n  ( 6 9 8 )  
South  Shore  ( 7 5 6 )  

( Summit ( 3 9 8 )  
Tabor ( 4 6 3 )  
T r i p p  (935 )  , 
T y n d a l l  ( 5  8 9 )  
Veblen (738 ,  7 3 6 )  
V e r m i l l i o n  (624 ,  6 7 7 )  
Viborg ( 3 2 6 )  
Volga-Bruce ( 6 2 7 )  
Wagner (384 )  
Willow Lake (625,  6 2 8 )  
Watertown (886 ,  8 8 2 )  
Waubay (947 )  
Webster (345 )  
Wilmot (938 )  
Yankton (665,  667,  6 6 8 )  

Access L i n e s  
Residence . R i i s i n ~ n n  --------- 0 t h e r  

F l a t  Measured F l a t  Measured P u b l i c  Business 



SOUTH DAKOTA TELEPHONE COMPANIES 

(- 
Subscribers 

Residence Business 

Golden West Telecommunications Cooperative, Inc. 
Ardmore ( 4 5 9 )  
Belvidere ( 3 4 4 )  
Buffalo Gap ( 8 3 3 )  
Creighton ( 4 5 7 )  
Edgemont ( 6 6 2 )  
Enning ( 9 8 5 )  
Faith-Rural ( 7 3 9 )  
Government 
Hayes ( 5 6 7 )  
H o t  Springs ( 7 4 5 )  
In ter ior  ( 4 3 3 )  
Kyle ( 4 4 5 ,  4 5 5 )  
Long Valley ( 4 6 2 )  
Martin ( 6 8 5 )  
Maurine ( 7 4 8 )  
Midland ( 8 4 3 )  
Milesville ( 5 4 4 )  
New Underwood ( 7 5 4 )  
Oelrichs ( 5 3 5 )  
Oral ( 4 2 4 )  
Phi l ip  ( 8 5 9 )  
Pine Ridge ( 8 6 7 )  
Quinn ( 3 8 6 )  
Wall ( 2 7 9 )  
Wasta ( 9 9 3 )  
White River ( 2 5 9 )  
Wicksville (7  9  8 )  
Wood ( 4 5 2 )  

3 )  Brookings Telephone Department ( 6 9 2 ,  697,  688 )  , 8,626 

4 )  Bison State Telephone Company 
Avon ( 2 8 6 )  
Custer ( 6 7 3 )  
Freeman ( 9 2 5 )  
Menno ( 3 8 7 )  
Mission ( 8 5 6 )  
Rosebud ( 7 4 7 )  
Scotland ( 5 8 3 )  
Springfield ( 3 6 9 )  

5 )  Dakota Cooperative Telecommunications, Inc. 
Alsen ( 2 5 3 )  
Beresford, Rural ( 9 5 7 )  
Flyger ( 3 2 7 )  
Hurley-Davis ( 2 3 8 )  
Irene ( 2 6 3 )  
Lennox-Chancellor ( 6 4 7 )  
Parker-Monroe ( 2 9 7 )  
Wakonda-Volin ( 2  6 7 )  
Worthing ( 3 7 2 )  



SOUTH DAKOTA TELEPHONE COMPANIES 

S u b s c r i b e r s  
Res idence  Bus iness  

6 )  Deuel  Telephone Co-op. Ass 'n.  
A s t o r i a  ( 8 3 2 )  
Brandt  ( 8 7 6 )  
Clear Lake ( 8 7 4 )  
E l k t o n  ( 5 4 2 )  
E s t e l l i n e  ( 8 7 3 )  
Gary ( 2 7 2 )  
Goodwin ( 7 9 5 )  
Hendricks  ( 2 7 5 )  
Lake Benton ( 3 6 8 )  
Toronto ( 7 9 4 )  
White ( 6 2 9 )  

7 )  S i o u x  V a l l e y  Telephone Company 
Col ton  ( 4 4 6 )  
C o r s i c a  ( 9 4 6 )  
D e l l  Rapids ( 4 2 8 )  
E a s t  V a l l e y  S p r i n g s  ( 7 5 7 )  

. Humboldt-Montrose ( 3 6 3 )  
P l a n k i n t o n  ( 9 4 2 )  
V a l l e y  Spr ings  ( 7 5 7 )  

8 )  S u l l y  B u t t e s  Te lephone  Coopera t ive ,  Inc .  
B l u n t  ( 9 6 2 )  
E a s t  Onida ( 9 7 3 )  
H a r r o l d  ( 8 7 5 )  
Highmore ( 8 5 2 )  
Hitchcock  ( 2 6 6 )  
Hoven ( 9 4 8 )  
Langf o rd  ( 4  93 )  
Onaka ( 4 4 7 )  
Ree Heights  ( 9 4 3 )  
R o s h o l t  ( 5 3 7 )  
Seneca ( 4 3 6 )  
T o l s t o y  ( 4 4 2 )  
T u l a r e  ( 5 9 6 )  
Wessington ( 4 5 8 )  
West Onida ( 2 6 4 )  

9 )  Brookings Lake Telephone Company 
Brookings,  R u r a l  ( 6 9 3 )  
Ches te r  ( 4 8 9 )  
Nunda ( 5 8 6 )  
S i n a i  ( 8 2 6 )  
Wentworth ( 4 8 3 )  



S OUTH DAKOTA TELEPHONE COMPANIES 

S u b s c r i b e r s  
Res idence  Business  

l o )  Sanborn Telephone Coopera t ive ,  I n c .  
Alpena (849) 
Ar tes ian-Fedora  (527) 
E t h a n  (227) 
F o r e s t b u r g  (495) 
L e t c h e r  (248) 
M t .  Vernon (236) 
Woonsocket (796) 

Mids t a te  Telephone Co . 
Academy (726) 
Delmont (77 9) 
F o r t  Thompson (245) 
Gann V a l l e y  (293) 
Kimbal l  (77 8) 
New Hol land (243) 
Pukwana (894) 
S t i c k n e y  (732) 
Whi te  Lake (249) 

12)  S p l i t r o c k  Telecom. Cooperat ive ,  I n c .  2,034 
Brandon (582) 1 ,295  

! G a r r e t s o n  (594) 739 

13)  V a l l e y  Telecommunications Coopera t ive  Assn., Inc .  
Glenham (762) 
H e r r e i d  (437) 
Hosmer (283) 
L e o l a  (439) 
Long Lake (577) 
Mound C i t y  (955) 
P o l l o c k  (889) 

14) James V a l l e y  Coopera t ive  Telephone Company 
Andover (298) 
Claremont (294) 
Columbia (396) 
Conde (382) 
Ferney (395) 
Groton (397) 
Houghton (885) 
Tur ton  (897) 



SOUTl3 DAKOTA TELEFHONE COMFANIES 

S u b s c r i b e r s  
Residence Business .  

15)  Cheyenne River S i o u x  T r i b e  Telephone A u t h o r i t y  1 ,288  3 2 1  
E a g l e  B u t t e  (964) 649 197 
Dupree (365) 2 1 5  5 1 
I s a b e l  (466) 203 38 
L a P l a n t  (733) 148 1 8  
S o u t h  Dupree (538) 73 17  

16)  West River  C o o p e r a t i v e  Telephone Company 
B i s o n  (244) 
Buff a10 (375) 
Camp Crook (797) 
Meadow (788) 
Sorum (866) 
West Camp Crook (797)  

1 8 )  B a l t i c  Coopera t ive  Telephone Company 
B a l t i c  (529) 
Crooks (543) 

19)  B e r e s f  o rd  M u n i c i p a l  .Telephone Co. (763) (1984 d a t a )  810 190 

20) Union Telephone Company 
H a r t f o r d  (528) 

21) Western  Telephone Company (6-30) 
F a u l k t o n  (598) 
O r i e n t  (392) 

22) McCook Coop. Telephone Co. 
Canova (523) 
Cen te r  (247) 
Spencer (246) 
Winfred (485) 

23) Armour Independent  Telephone Co., Inc .  
Armour (724) 

25) Hanson County Telephone 
Alexandr ia  (239) 

26) Tri-County Mutual Telephone Company (6- 30) 
Clayton (825) 
Emery (449) 

27) J e f f e r s o n  Telephone Co . 
J e f f e r s o n  (966) 

7 1 3  122 
NO DATA BY EXCHANGE 

445 
NOT BROJCEN INTO EXCHANGE 



SOUTH D m T A  TELEPHONE COMPANIES 

29) Kadoka Telephone Company 
Kadoka (837) 

30) R o b e r t s  County Telephone Coopera t ive  A s s o c i a t i o n  
Claire C i t y  (652) 
New E f f i n g t o n  (637) 

32) F a i t h  Munic ipa l  Telephone Co. (1983 d a t a )  
F a i t h  (967) 

33) M t .  Rushmore Telephone Co. 
Keystone (666) 

34) Kennebec Telephone Co., I n c .  
Kennebec (869) 

35) Stockholm & St randburg  Telephone Co. 
Stockholm (676) 
S t randburg  (676) 

39) V i v i a n  Telephone Company (1982 d a t a )  
V i v i a n  (625) 

! 

S u b s c r i b e r s  
Residence Bus iness  

180 2 1 
NO DATA BY EXCHANGE 



SERVICE STATION TELEPHONE COMPANIES 

A u t h i e r  L i n e  
Big  Buff a10 
B l a n k a r t  z 
Daisy  
Medicine Creek 
S ioux  
Sioux V a l l e y  R u r a l  
South S ide  
Stony B u t t e  
West V e r m i l l i o n  
W i l l i a m s  Creek 

T o t a l s  (6  o u t  of 1 1 )  

Out of b u s i n e s s  d u r i n g  y e a r  - none 

Response f o r  p a s t  y e a r s :  

R u r a l  
S u b s c r i b e r s  

L i n e  
P o l e  Wire 

N e t  Income 
(Net Loss)  

none 

none 
-0- 
-0- 

(94.39) 
none 

(18.00) 

72.73% (8 o u t  of 11)  
71.43% (10 o u t  of 1 4 )  
62.50% (10 o u t  of 16)  
75.00% (18 o u t  of 24) 
65.63% (21  o u t  of 32) 
62.79% (27 o u t  o f  43) 
85.87% (79 o u t  o f  92) 
90.62% (116 o u t  of 128) 
75.86% (110 o u t  of 146) 
85.33% (128 o u t  of 150) 
74.05% (117 o u t  of 158) 
78.53% (128 o u t  of 163) 
89.12% (172 o u t  of 193) 
85.71% (180 o u t  of 210) 
88.79% (206 o u t  of 232) 
82.52% (203 o u t  of 246) 
78.65% (221 o u t  o f  281) 
81.96% (259 o u t  of 316) 
83.09% (285 o u t  of 343) 




















































































































































